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The EPA recently completed an
assessment of mining in Bristol Bay, Alaska.

What's wrong with that?

The agency did so before an actual development plan for
the Pebble copper and gold mine has even been filed by the
partnership tha! wants o develop it Now the EPA Is stuck
with 2 premature, rushed, and error-filled document that
pradicts unsupportable impacts from a hypothetical mine. And
the agency's own independent scientific raview panel seems
ip agrae, one even caling a saction of the report “hogwash.”
The Petibile mining project must be assessed, but through a
microscope of reality, objective science and serous analyss.
s fime for the EPA 10 Syow out this falled experiment and

start ali over.
Quotes from members of the EPA’s Scientific Review Panel in response to the agency’s Bristol Bay Watershed Assessment, Anchorage, AK, August 8, 2012
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